CHAPTERS-1

INTRODUCTION

Section-1 Philosophy and Psychology as interrelated discipl ines

As to the origin of mxistentialism, Mary warnock writes,
" we may be content to use the term ' Existentialism' to cover a
kind of philosophical activity which flourished on.the continent
especially in the 13408 and 19508, which can pe shown to have
certain common interests, common ancestry and common presupposlitions,
and whlch'is now sufficiently clearly a matter of history to make a
generel survey worth undertaking. “1 But &8 a matter of fact Exis-
tentialism haa 1ts origin long berore, as it was founded by the
Danish Philosopher Soren Kierkegaard who was born in 1813 and died
in 1855. 1t seens that warnock here rerfers to the origin of
Phenomeno;ogica; dZxistentlalism, that is, generally regarded as
the propsr fype of idxistentialism as enunciated by Phllosophera
like Helaegger ( 1689- 1976 ) and Sartre (1905 - 1980). It is
generally accepped that Kierkegaard 1s the real founder of the
Bxistentialist movement while Nietzsche (1844-1900) may be regarded
as the founder of the atheistic trena of =Zxistentialist thought.
The ex;stentialists, like the Analytical philosophers and Logical

Positivists wanted to add something new to the aomain of Philosophy,
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and have expressed many views on the nature of the world and human
lire ; such as, peing,frecaom, God, human veing and its relation
with other beings in the worla, aeath, aread (anguish), nausea,
abandonment ,sexual ity etce. 0f which some are Philosophical and
some Psychological . In exlistenlialism, we see Philosophy and
Psychology to have their place side by side , and from this 1t
seems that the exlistentlalists do not belong to that group who
think that PSyéhology can and ought to be studled in comblete
separation from Philosophy. They took philosophy and psychology

a8 inter-related alsciplines anu for this reason, they did not

leave aslide psychology while discussing thelir philosophical views.

Now 1t is nécessary to consider whether Philosophy and
Psychology are 1inter-related disciplines or not. There was also
a time when Psychology was8 looked upon merely as8 a branch of
philosophy. The relation between Philosophy and Psychology, then,
was looked upoﬂ a8 the sameé as between Philosophy and its other
branches. But modern Psychologists put foprward the claim that
Psychology should be treated separately from Philosophy. Before
entering into the arguments of the modern Psychologists in support

of their view, let us first see what Psychology means. The word

'Peychology ' has been derived from the Greek words 'psychs',which

means the soul, ana ‘Logos' rererring to Science. So the derivative
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meaning of the word 'Psychology' is the Science of the Soul . Taking
this sense 1nto conslueration, the ancient Philosophers discussed
the naturé of soul, the relation of soul and matter, Goa and his
relation to soul, immortality of soul ,re-blirth,relztion of body
with soul etc. and brought all these under the subject matter of
Psychology . They defined psychology as the Sclence of the soul .
Ancient Greek Phliosophers l1ike plato ana Aristotle admitted ths
existence of soul, théugh they differed about the nature of soul
2Even the modern Psychologists like Stout, > Mc. Uougall 4 estc.
think tl;at though the question whether there 1is some separate
mental entity besiaes the mental processes, is not the guestion of
psychology , yet we must aumit the hypothesis of mind in order to
make psychology possible. We can easSlly imagine mind and body as
separate entities, out in reality they are 1inseparable. It 1is
absurd to think of the acting human body without the existence

of mind in 1it, or the existence of mind minus body. Thé term

' psychology' also refers to 'mind ' as the subjsct-matter of
Psychology. 'Psychology' without ' Psyche' 1s meaningless. Though
the mind or soul 1s not senslble, yet we can know mind through its

activities ,l e+ thinking,feeling and willing. S50 we can say that

Psychology is the study of the mental processes or of the processes

of the mind which thinks and feels through the via-media of body and
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tries to achlieve some end. Now the question 1s ; are Philosophy

and Psychology inter-related disciplines 9

Modern Psychologists answer negatively. They opine that
Psychology can bé studied as a branch of natural science and-they
claim to place it by the siae of Physics, Chemistry,éotany stce.
They also think that the relation between Philosophy and Psychology
is exactly the sawme as that of Ph11080phy tb these other sciences.
According to them,Paychology as a natural sclence should deal with
with study of mental processes only with a view to discovering the
laws of their combination and developmént and should not make uae
of any explanatory hypothesis regarding the ultimate nature of
these processes or of mind. To discuss gbout the ultimate nature
of soul or mind is the task of Philosophy, not of Psychology e
Philosophy must not aictate to Psychology with regard to its method,

aim and contente.

This attitude of the majority of.modern Psychologists
has 1ts stand on the following grounds :
FIRSTLY , thoy argue that if with the help of the data supplied
by observation and experiment, it 1s possible to lay down with
accuracy_ana precision +the universal lawsS underlying phenomena
in all departments of the physical world, there is no reason why
such law8 can not also be formulated with regard to the activities
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of 1living organisms, mental states and processes. The introduction
of experiuental methous in Psychoiogy with brilllant 8uccess has
added strength to the demand that Phychology should be completely

separated from Philosophye.

SBCONDLY , the increasing xnowledge of the structure of the nervous
system including the brain and of the functionsa performed by its
different parts has led to the discovery of a close relationship
between mental l1ife ana its Physiologlcal pbasis. AS a result,it

has been possivle 10 study mental proceéses in close co-relation

to Physiological pfocesaes with the help of the exact methods
employea in Sciencet It 1s, therefors, contéended that a Psychologist
can oe completely indifferent t0 questions concerning the ultimate
nature of mina and mina-body relation which may ve reserved for the
metaphysician. In this connection, we may refer to Swami Abhedananda's

view gpbout modern Psychology . Swami Abhsdgnanaa, in his book,

' True Psychology', says that modern Psychology (western) teaches
Psychology, " not in the sense of sclence of the psyche or soul,

out in the sense of Physiological origin and ordering of the mind .t
According to him, modern psychology 1s not true psychology," True
" Psychology recognizes the existence of body, mind and soul . But

the modefn Physiological Psychology admits the existence of body only

and nothing else ......."5
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Now before considering the arguments of the modern
Psychologists 1t is necessary to alscuss the relationshilp

between Philosophy and othsr branches of natural 8cience .

wetaphysics 1s an enqu_iry into the ultimate nature of
the universe g8 a whole. A sclence deals with a particular section
of the universe. A Scientist aoes not enter into the factsa belonging
to the other rielas of enguiry. It is not his business to determine
the ultimate nature of the universe as a whoie. Agaln, every
sclence has 1t8 speciel methods for the purpose of carrying on
its investigations. SO0 long as a 8clence confines its investigations
strictly within its own liamits, the necessity of examining the
ultimate validity of the assumptions which 1t makes does not arise.
But there arises a stage in the development of every qcience when
such an examination has to be undertaken, and 1t can be undertaken
only by metaphysics. when it 18 found that the categories used in
one science come in conflict with those made in another, there arise
soue problems which necessarily lgad to some metaphysical questions.
Hence 1% 18 guite clear that the different branches of natural
sclence can not be altogether separated from metaphysics. They
must be related to the 1atter.-

Psychologists also fina it necessary to make certain

assumptions regarding the subject-matter. of their stuwdy. Thus
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‘the Faculty Psycnologists belleve that the various forus
of experienceé which a person has ar® nothing out the
activities performea by diiferent faculties belongiﬁg to
the soul.

The Associationists like Hume, Berkeley, iill,
Bain etc assume that mind is nothing but a stream of
ideas and all mental life 1s to be explained by reference

to the action of ideas on one another.

According to the Neo-realists l1ike Holt ,Margin,
perry,Russell, Alexander etc. ideas, thoughts ,perceptions
etc «.0f which wina 1is supposed to be composed and which
are reggraea a8 bits of consciousness, are ldentical with

the objects of the physical world.

Again, the Behaviourists like watson deny the
necessity of using such term as ‘mina’, 'consciousnegs' or
any term which refers to mind or Conasciousness. To then
minda is nothing but the sum-total of the re-actions maue
by nervous system 1ln response to stimuli operating on it.
They try to explain all the oehaviours of human being with
the formula, S—> R (stimulus —» Response ). According to
wateon,' ececccceccecc....The time seems to have come when

Psychology must discard all rererence to consciousness, when
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it need no longer delude itself into thinking that 1t 1is

making wental states the object of ob8Orvation eesccecces’e

He goes further and says, 'It is possible to write a
psychology, to define 1t +..... a8 the ®"Science of behaviourw,
and never go back on the daefinition : never to use the terms
conscliousness, mental states, mind, will ,lmagery and the
- 11K8 eeeeceees 1t can De done in terms of stimulus anda response,
in terms of habit formation ana the like............'6 it 1s
metaphysics which can examine these hypotheses or notions
concerning mind anu t0 test ths ultimate valldity of these
assumptions made 1n connection with its nature and activities.

Psychology must «l180, therefore, be related to metaphysicse.

That Psychology can not be separated from Philosophy
becomes evident, when we conslder ths nature of meaning . The
essentlal nature of consclousness consists in referring to or
meaning something. A conscious process 1s not merely something
that simply occurs, but points to something outside it. It 1is
because our thought processes have meéanings that there 1is for
u8 a common objective world. It there were no conscicusness
there would be no such thing as meaning. Thus Psychology as the

Science of consciousness and Philosophy having meaning as its
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subject-matter are 1lnseparably related.

Thinking is a mental process. A Psychologist can only
give us a causal explanation of why we actually think as we
do. when we think, we feel that the movement of thought 1is
impellea by an immanent necessity. Psychology which claims to
be a merely descriptive science gives us an account of thought
which must be defective since 1t does not take this aspect of
thinking process into account. So Psychology can never be thought
of as an experimental natural science in the strict sense unless
the particular metaphysical hypothesis with regard to the nature
of mind is true, and in wmaking that aamission he limplicitly

becomes a metaphysiclane

Thus psychology 18 daependent upon philosophy in a special
sense s Philosophy must have the right to undertake a critical
examination of the methous employed in Psychological investi-

gatians, t0 point out the limitations unaer which they are to worke.

But ir Psychology 1s aependent upon Philosophy from

. one point of view,Philosophy also is dependent upon Pscychol ogy
from another point of view.lt we are.to have knowledge of reality
at all, we wust depend upon experience and that experience must

be as8 broadbased as possible. Mental states and processes are
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not merely important in themselves obut they are also important,
because it 1is only through trem that we can come into contact
with the external world. when we try to understana the meanings
af space, time, wmatter, causality etc, we find that a particular
mental process 1is essential oy which they come to pe smown.
Psychology studles those processes and an accurate study of these

pfocesses throw wmuch light on the ultimgte nature of mind.

Man 1s endowed with the power of thinking. With the
help of this thinking faculty, he tries to evaluate the objective
validity of the iaeals of truth, moralilty ana beauty. The way
in which we actually think or act or feel, 1s, In most cases,
influenced by these 1deals, ana accordingly, there grows up
the philosophy of Loglic, the philosophy of &Zthics or the
Philosophy of Aesthetics or the philosophy of Art. Now Psychology
a8 a Beclence studlies the mental processes like thinking, feeling
and willing. An accurate stuay of these processes enriches
philosophy by giving important data or materials, and with
the help of these materials the onward march of philosophy

continues in aifferent airsctions.

we can therefore, say that Philosophy also 1is

depenaent upon psychology for much of 1its materials. So
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Philosophy ana Psychology are inter-relatea uisciplines.
put we shoula not forget that while philosophy has to build
on Psychology and the results of Psychological research,

it must necessarily pass beyond psychologye
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Section~-I11 Claims of Intellect ana Intuition as
a source of knowledge of Reallity.

Metaphysics, which 18 an integral part of Pﬁiloaophy
starts with the reflective distinction between ' appearance’
and 'reality'e. The aistinction pvetween things as they appear
to us ana things as they are in themselves, between' phenomena'
ana ‘'noumena' seems inevitable. Since reality may be different
from what it appears to be, the guestion that naturally ggitates
our mina 18 : havé we no means of Knowing reality or is the

knowledge of 'Things-in-themselves', 1.6.super-sensuous noumena

posslble ¢

In answer to this question we are to discuss first
the different sources of knowledge and then to judge the
legitimacy of their claims as the sources of the knowledge

of reality.

The different theories of the sources of knowledge

are Hmpiricism, Rationalism,Criticism,Intuitionism etc.

Taken strictly, fZmpiricism is the theory which
holas that all human knowledge comes from sense-experience .

There are no innate ideas 1in our mind, and that whatever can

not be verified by sense experience 1is unreal. To the dnpiricists
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the methoa of philosophy is inauctive. yith tie helip of
seneralisation from particular facts of experience we got
the knowledge of universal truths, even the law of causa-
tion, the law of ldentity, the law of contradiction etc.
The materials of knowleage are sensations and reflectionse.
From sensation we get the knowlsage of the external world
and by reflection we get the knowledge of our dirfferent
mental states. The hmpiricists admit that sense-experience
can not give us the knowledge of general concept and uni-
versal truthe. 1t 18 through generalisation from particul ar
cbserved facts that we get the knowledge of them. Hence,
it phlloéoyhy is to give us true knowledge about facts,

it must be bassd on sense-cxperience.

In the histcry of western Philosophy the Sophists
like Protagoras, Gorgeas etc.of ancient Greece are called
Empiricists, and as modern iupiricists the names of Bacon,

Locke , perkeley, Hume etc. are note-worthy.

Philosophers like Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz €tc.
regard reason as the source of knowledge. They are called
Rationalists because they accept reason instead of experi-

ence as the source of Philosophical knowledge Both the

Zmpiriciste and the Rationalists are opposed to authority

contd .Yy



in the sphere of philosophlicel stuiy. For both, the aim of
philosophy is the attainment of a system of universal and
necessary principles which are logically inter-related.
But while the ampiricists believe that philosophy can
attain 1its object with the help of sense-experience only,
the Rationalists deny this and hold that Philosophy must
be based on thought or reason alone. Hence 1f philosophy
is to glve us certaln ana universal knowledgey 1t must

be based on such principles gs aﬁe-self—evident and are
apsolutely certain. Thought or reason has in it some

such @elrf-evident and necessary principles. These are
natural to or inherent in reason. They are innate or
'amiori truths which lie implicit in the mira from cupr
birth and prior to all experience. Philosophylmust

start from such s8slf-evident and a priori truths, and
pass from these to others which necessarily follow

from them. S0 the method of Philosophy is deductive.

The difficulties of Hnpiricism and Rationalisn led
Kant, the great German Philosopher, to formulate another
theory, namely ' Criticism'. This method tries to tina
out by analyslis the conaitions which make knowledge
possiole . True knowledge consists of two characteristics—
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unlversality and necsssity. But from experience we never
get necessity and universality. Accoraing to Kant,there
are some apriori eleucnts of human knowledge ana these
elements are true of all minds. Space,time,causality,
substantiality etc. are such forms and ldeas or categories
which govern all knowledge because they are inherent in
the wina of all rational beings 1ike us. The Characteris-
tics of true knowledge universality and necessity, can

only be explainea with the help of these gpriori elements.

Accoraing to Kant,knowleuge 1is a joint product
of experience and reason. Zxperliences supply the dats
or materials of knowleage in the form of sensatlons.
These are interpreted by the mind through the applica-
tion of the apriori forms and categories of space, time,
substance, causallty etc. It 18 1in this way that we get
the knowleage of the external world existing in space
ana time. But the worla which we¢ xnow can not be regarded
as réal in the strict sense. It 1s rather a world which
we construct out of the materials suppliea by sensations
and'by application of the form and categorics suppl ied

by mina. That 1s why,Kant says,'Understanding makes

' 7
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what we know is not reality as it is 1in-itself,
but a8 1t appears through our senses and the categories
of our mind opr unaerstandinge. W8 can ndt know anything
except through sense-intuition and the categorics.
Therefore, according to this theory, we can never know
Reality or things-in-themselves, although the reason in
us may be unaer the necessity of thinking of them. Owr
knowledge is limited to the world of phenomeng or appea-
rances and Reality remains for us 'unknown and unknowable' .8
Beyond phenoména there are, no doubt, the noumeng as the
sources of sensation. But neither Science nor Philosophy

enables us to know what they are.

Henry pergson, the famous French Philosopher,
advocates Intuitionism g8 a theory of the source of
Philosophical knowlsedge He maintains that ths veil
vetween our mlz;u. and Reallty which is supposed to keep them
apart for all times 1is of our own making. Our fallure to
get a glimpse of the nature of keality is the dependence of

Philosophers on the traditional methoas of Philosophlizing.

Bergson 18 eésséntlally an anti-intellectnalist. Hs

holds that conceptual knowledge can never give us an insight
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into the nature of Reagality.Concepts are only substlitutes
for immediacy. However clear ,definite ana precilse the
concepts may be, like most substitutes they fall short of
their originals. If we depend solely or malnly on ccacepts
for ow kKnowieuge Of the real nature of the world, we are
bound to be disappointed. Does it meéan that we have to
adopt an agnostic attitude towards Reallty and declare that
it is unknowable % Not necessarily, says Bergson. Thore is
gnother way of coming into contact with Reality, ana it is
directly or immediately apprehending Reality as 1t 18 in-itself.
This 1s the famous Bergsonian method of Intulition. By
'Intuition' Bergson understandas' Akind. of intellec-

tual syumpathy by which one places oneself within an

object in order to colncide with what is unigue in 1t

and consegueéntly inexpressible'.9 It 18 an act which

we perform freguently. For example, when wé plunge
ourselves in the depths of our own experiencé, we rfeel
ourselves most Intimately within our own 1ife, that 18 to
8ay, wé intuit ourselves. When I intuit myself in this way

I get a direct or immediate insight into myself.

The barrier between 'I' as the knower and 'me' as the known
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disappears, and the two become one. This airect insight
into myself 1is not meaiatéa by intellectual categorics.
This can not be even called Knowledge because there is
no distinction betwesn subject and object, Dbetween subject
and predicate, between substance ana attrioutes, cause
and effect etc. Bergson thinks that by constant practice
and concentration of effort we can perform this act of
intuition and apply it to the so-called external world
also.lt is possiole to have a direct ana immedigte
apprehsnsion i.e.lntuition of the external worla just

a8 it 18 possible t0 have such an apprehension of our
selt. The dynauslc keality which appears to us as a world
of finite things with fixed pounaary lines is called
'Hlan Vital' or the ceaseless flux of life by Bergson.
Therefore, it is not by thought that cuts up the moving
flow of Reallty into static concepts ana ideas, but

only by sinking aeep into our inmost being, and by being
one with it, we shall have an immediate experience of
this basic flow of life within us. without this
"1nteilectual sympathy% we can have no metaphysical

knowledage in the true senss.
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Intuition 18 a power of conscilousness neéar and more
intimate to tne Knowleage by identity. It, however, 1is likely
to be misinterpretea ana mixed with other mental elements.
There are various types of Intuition proper to different
Alevels, vital, physical and mental . Bergson's intuition is
typical of vital level. Bergson says, “ By intuition I
mean instinct that becomes disinterested, self-conscious,
capable of reflecting upon its object and enlarging it

10
indefinitely“.

For the anclient Inalan thinkers Philosophy 1s a
alirect experience or realization of absolute truth and
Realit& ( uarééna ) anad not merely a matter of intellectual
unaerstanaing of or ihaoretical speculation about truth
ana Reality. They think that philosophy must be based on
the experisnces of the self within and the world outside us.
These experiences umay be either the normal experiences of
ordinary men or the intuitive experiences of saints,seers

and prophets.

Auwong the Inalan systems of Philosophy the Carvaka .,

Nyaya, Vaidesika and Sankhya take orainary experience as the
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basis of philosophy. But the systems like the Bauddha, the
Jaina, the kimamsa ana the Vedanta hold that from ordinary
experience we can not form any corrsct ldea of ultimate

keality. In thesc umatters we must aspend on the intuitions
of seers and saints who have a direct reallzation of such
thin,8 and whose experiences haveé beéen preserved for us in

the scriptures. Hence,study of these scriptures ( S%avaqa)

initiates a stuaent of Philosophy to the search of ultimate

truth.

The secona step in Philosophical study, according
to the ancient Indaian Philosophers,is reasoning or rational
unaerstanding ( manana ). Here it is advised to examine
thoroughly all experiences including the teachings of the
scripturcs anu see for oneself whether there 1s any
contraaiction in the teachings of the scriptures. A rational
ana critical study of all experiences 18 thus necessary for

the attainment of philosopnical knowledge.

But the realization of Pniloscophical truths does
not come by way of reasoning alone.By means of criticism

and reasoning we can find out the errors in our experiences,
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and in the ideas and concébﬁs based on thew. But by mere
reasoning we can neither know the truth nor realize 1t .For
the realization of philosophical truths all lnalan thinkers,
exce pting the Carvakas, recommend moral purification, con-
templation ( nididhyasana ) and concentration ( Yoga) as the
necessary means. To them, these constitute the most important
part of the methoa of philosophy. All broofs that have 80 far
been gliven by philosophersiin support orf the truths of Pnilo-
sophy Llke God ,s8elf ,iumortallity, freedowm:.etce. l€ave us as
unconvinced a8 ever. What 18 necessary is a direct experience
of these truths. And this must be attalneu oy constant con-
templation of these truths. The truths of philosophy can not
be verifiea 1in sense-experience,nor can we prove them
scientifically. The only way in which they can be known by

us 1s rational reflection on and constant contemplation of
them. K.CeBhattacharyya has truly said, 'Metaphysics,or more
'generally:philosophy, is not only actual Knowledge ,but is

not even literal thought ; anu yet its contents are contem-
Platca as true in the faith that is 1s only by such contempla-

tion that absolute truth can be known'.ll
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SECTION-III

A compinea apprroach as found in Bsrgson

ana in &xistentiallsme.

Intellect ana intuition, as faculties of Knowledge,
cannot be ualscaraued outrighte. In Indian Philosophy, we see
that the necessity of both intellect and intuition has been
strongly recommended as a comoined methoa of knowing fhe
Realitye. The necessity of pboth has been admitted also by
DOr .S .Radhakrishnan when he says,"eecceese NO intuitive
experience can oe the oasis of a philosophical truth unless
intellect endorses. it, and that it is oniy if we make
intuition intellectual that there 1is any chance of
communicating our intuitions to others".lz In Bergsonian
Philosophy also we see that his 'intellectual sympathy'
does not excluae intellect as a faculty of knowledge, though
he 18 the Chief exponent of Intuitionism. The introduction
of lntuitionism 1n his philosophy is no douot the starting
point of a revolution in an age of apothsosis of reason and
1t is by this method that he wins a credit no less than any

groat -thinker of the world. Bergson defines intuition as

" a kind of intellectual sympathy by which one places oneself

Contd « «e23




within the object in oraer to coincide with what 18 unigue
15

in it and conseguently inexpressible"™ . This definition
makes 1ntuition a fabricgtion of intelligence , a part and
parcel of 1t. Here intultion is confined to the intellectual
domgine. His other aefinitions of intuition as ‘intellectual
expansion' or ‘intellectual auscultation' also prove that
he aesires to alstinguish intellect and intuition not as
separate facultles of knowledge out distinct within the same
faculty.In one of his books he also tells us about the
co-operation betﬁeen faith and reason,intuition and intellect.
A8 he remarxs, " dlalectic 1S necessary to put intuition to
the proof, necessary also in order that intuition should

| 14
break into concepts ana so be propagatea to other menv .
From this remarx it 1is clear -that he adm1§s the co-operation
of intellect and intultion though thelr functions are different
the one theoretical and the other practical . Intuition has
nothing to do with material problems,so 1t 1s nonipractical,

whereas intelligence 1s practical in the sense that intelligence

is constituted to act mechanically on matter which has no access

4

to the problems of l1life. The flow of 1ife is the flow of

intuition and the inverted flow resulting in th® proauction
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of matter 1s tackled by practical intelligence. So we 8see

that Bergson aduits intuition and intelligence as the two
facultics of knowleuge ,one giving us the knowledge of the

flow of l1life and the other afording us the knowledge of matter.
Bergson thinks that intelligence occuples an intermediate
status keeping instinct on one side and intuition on the

other. Intelligence, he says,is the " only road leading

from th8 infra-intellectual to the supra-intellectua1"15

That 18 to say,instinctive snmowledge gy be developed into

intuitive one ana the path of progress runs through the

reign of intelligence.

we , theref'ore, see that though anti-intellectual ist,
sergson is not true to his Intuitionism of whicn he 1s so
elogquent. In fact, Bergson knew that without reason or
intellect no 1ntu1tive philosophy 1§ vosslible. That 18 why,
this truth finus 1ts expression in his definition of 'Intuition'
where he says, i1t 1s a kind of 'Intellectual sympathy'. So, it
is clear that Bergson's Intuitionism is not pure Intuitionism,

rather it 18 a combilned method of intellect and Intuition.
This combined approach 18 found in Hxistentialism ailso .
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'Axistentialism 1s generally supposed to be the Philosophy‘
of emotions and actions. But 1t is also a philosophy of
intellect or reason, because an analysls of huuan existence
and -emotional attitudes to 1ife and society as undertaken
by the wmxistentialists, is not possible without the
exercise of the intellectual or rational faculty. However,
the kExistentialists make use of reason for explaining what
they unaerstand by existence ; but that is a part of
phiiosophical activity, ana they do not hold that reason

i8 necessarily a source of Kknowleags.

The ixistentialists have expressed their views
regarding huuwan being, its relatlion with other beings
in the world, freedom of will, causation, the nature of
the world as a whole, existence ¢tc. They give arguments
in support of their views ana try to refute the theories
held by others ana are thus not quite faithful to their
creca of irrationalisme. At the same time they put forward
the claim that their fundamental doctrines are basea on
intuition or airect insight. Besiaes, being confronted vby
the world, the Existentialists give us accounts of theip

subjective feelings ana emotions like dread ,anguish,nauseaq,
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loneliness, abanaonment etc. They have described these
sucjective feelings and emotions, and this might not hgve

been possible without the exercise of intellect or reason

48 a Philosophical activity. Although a8 an existentialist
Kierke gaard bases his philosophy upon feeling ana intuition

as a way of realization of truth as subjectivity, he is not
antagonistic to reason, but he dis-approves abstract

Jaealism which yives apbsolute authority to pure reason.

-He maintalns a harmony between reason and feel ing or

imagination ana says that they should be unified in simultancitye.
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He does not deprecate thought or reason, but says
that reason should be tinged with feeling or emotion,
regson shoulda oe emotional, 80 t0 B8aye. A reason, that 1s,
totally dissoclated from feeling and emotion 18 g bad
regson, that 1s, not reason proper. As he says," aAnd just
as 1t 18 an eeesee &8 bau as lo0sing his reason". Reason
must e concrete, not abstract, i.e. 1t must recognize the
emotiopal aspect of exlstenge, otherwise 1t becomes a misnomer,

having no connection with huanan 1ife and existence.
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